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Source: OECD Family Database
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Postponement of first childbirth
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Source: OECD Family Database
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Increase in out-of-wedlock childbirths 4 é HNED
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O Change 1980-2007
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Source: OECD Family Database
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Fertility rates are higher where female { &9 |NED
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employment rates are also higher
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Total Fertility Rate
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Employment rates of women, aged 25-54 years

Source: OECD (2011), Doing Better for Families, OECD, Paris.
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Variable “Investments” in families - 200
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Source: OECD (2011), Doing Better for Families, OECD, Paris.
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Differences in Parental Leave Policies have
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increased
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Spending per childbirth in % of GDP per capita — including maternity/parental leave benefits,

birth grants.
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Childcare service coverage for children { P N ) INED
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How to explain fertility “rebound”?:
e The end of the process of childbearing postponement

e Change in the relationships between economic development and fertility
(Myrskyla et al., 2009).

e Institutional factors: attitudes/norms towards childbearing, policies

Two-step analysis:

e Analysis of the relationships between economic development (e.g. increase in
GDP per capita) and fertility trends?

(26 OECD countries over 1960-2007)

* Influence of family policies on fertility trends, over and above the influence of
GDP.

(18 OECD countries over 1980-2007)



The relation btw economic development “ A } INED
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Equation
TFR, = p, + b, *InGDPpc,, + B, *In(GDPpc,, P+ €,

Controls:
 Births postponement: tempo-adjusted TFR, MAB

e Education, female employment rates
 OVB, non-stationnarity, endogeneity
— 2SLS, Fixed Effects, First Difference, System GMM

Results:
Inversed-J shaped relation between economic
development and fertility trends
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igure 2 - Fertility in relation to GDP per capita in selecten
countries, 1960-2007
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Interpretation: Each point on the curve of a country indicates the GDFP per
capita and fertility in a given year in that country; the curve joining the
points shows the path followed by the country between 1960 and 2007
(between 1986 and 2007 for South Korea).

Source: OECD Family database (2010).
(A Luacd, O Thévencen, Population & Societies, 451, INFID, September 201])
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Decomposition of GDP per capita

PIBpc,, =Labour productivity * working hours * employ. rates

s adjTFR,, = B, + B, * In(labourprod uctivity ),
+ B, *In(avrg .hrs.perwor ker_ men) + B, * In(avrg .hrs. perwor kKer_ women )
+ B *In(employment rate _men) + B, * In(employment rate _ women)

+ B, *In(ratioactiv epopulatio n _men) + B * In(ratioactiv epopulatio n _ women) + &,

Results . . . : :
Steeper increases in fertility rates are observed in countries
where the participation of women in the labour market have

significantly risen and contributed to economic growth.

Question

Are countries with high fertility and female employment
those with higher support to balance work and family?
=> what’s behind GDP?
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Figure 3 - GDP per capita and fertility
in the 30 OECD countries in 2006
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Interpretation: Each point represents a country. For example, in 2006
Canada had a TFR of 1.54 children per woman (vertical scale) and a GDP
per capita of 32,160 international dollars.

Source: Authors” calculafions.

AL Lasct, O Thivencen, Populetion & Societies, 481, INELD, Sepsemiber 2011)
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® Family policies:
® Income transfers: to bear the financial cost of children

® Cash transfers at childbirth
® “Regular “cash transfers

® |eave entitlements and childcare services: reduce the “indirect-opportunity” cost
due to the impact of children on (female) labour market participation.

® Number of weeks of paid leave
® Enrolment of children 0-3 in formal care
® Spending in childcare services per child

® Gender equality/women’s empowerment: women education attainment
and labour market participation.

® Labour market insecurity ( Unemployment/temporary employment affect the
timing of birth; Employment protection)

® Childbearing norms: tolerance to out-of-wedlock births.
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Do policy affect fertility trends?

{

P INED

Institut national d'études démographigues
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18 countries: Denmark, Netherlands, Spain, Norway, Sweden, Portugal, France, New Zealand, Belgium, United States,

Italy, Japan, Australia, United Kingdom, Ireland, Finland, Germany, Austria.
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Childcare services
Enrolment rates TFR(4)
Increase by 15 percentage point Birth rates (3)
TFR(4) | Mot significant
Expenditures Completed family size (&) ]
Childlessness (&) | Mot significant
Cashtransfers
Increaseindisposable income by 10% TFR(4)
Family benefit expenditures Completed family size (8) | Mot significant
Increase by 25% Childlessness(8) | Mot significant
TFR by birth parity (5] |
Leave payment _
TFR(4)
Expenditures TFR(2) | Mot significant
Completedfamilysize (&) | Mot significant
Childlessness (&) I
Replacement rate (in% of APWW) TFR by birth parity (5) | mot significant
Increase by 1% TFR(2) I
Leave duration
TFR by birth parity (5) | Mot significant
TFR(4)
Increase by 1 week Birth rates (3} | not significant
TFR(2)
TFR 1)
-0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05

Mumber of children per woman

Reference of Studies (1) Adsera (2004); (2) D’Addio and Mira d’Ercole (2005); (3) Hilgeman and Butts (2009); (4) Luci and
Thévenon (2011); (5) Gauthier and Hatzius (1997); (6) Kalwij (2010).
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Increase in female education and employment is conducive to delay
childbearing, but fertility « re-increase » shows the limit of postponement

Fertility « rebound » reveals a change in the relationships between fertility
trends and economic development, of which the increase in female
employment is an important component

Countries with highest fertility rates are those where there are more
opportunities for women to combine childbearing and work (fertility rates
are now higher in countries where female employment are higher)

Role of Institutional background

v Importance of policy mix (and continuity) over childhood: paid leave, financial
transfers and childcare enrolment rates have all a positive influence on fertility
rates

v’ Large effects of cash transfers over childhood and of childcare services coverage,
while the number of paid weeks of leave at birth have a smaller incidence but
depend on payment.

v’ Larger acceptance of out-of-marriage births seem to enhance fertility rates
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Fertility trends in European Countries
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Source: OECD Family Database
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Family Policy Patterns in OECD countries
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Myrskylda M., Kohler H.P., Billari F., 2009: “Advances in

development reverse fertility
declines.” Nature, 460(6).

107 pays, 1975 et 2005
1975: corrélation négative IDH — TFR
2005: corrélation positive pour IDH>0,9

Total fertility rate

| T
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Human development index

Séminaire Economie des Institutions du CES - Angela LUCI - jeudi 20 octobre 2011
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Births outside marriage contribute to { A }lNED
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Levels, 2008
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Maternal employment is lower when { &9 |NED
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M Employment rates A Full-time employment rates
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